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Siren Gaming appeals the district court’s dismissal for lack of personal
jurisdiction of Siren Gaming’s suit against Smith Bagley. We have jurisdiction
pursuant to 28 U.S.C. § 1291, and we affirm.

Because the non-disclosure agreement incorporated only the choice of law
clause, and not the forum selection clause, of the joint venture agreement, Smith

Bagley did not consent to personal jurisdiction in Nevada. See Lincoln Welding

Works, Inc. v. Ramirez, 647 P.2d 381, 383 (Nev. 1982) (noting that where a

contract incorporates another writing for a specified purpose, that other writing
becomes a part of the contract only for that specified purpose).

Smith Bagley is not subject to specific jurisdiction in Nevada because none
of the bases upon which Siren Gaming asserts specific jurisdiction indicate that
Smith Bagley purposefully availed itself of the privilege of conducting activities in
Nevada, nor that any harm arose out of Smith Bagley’s contacts with Nevada. See

Calder v. Jones, 465 U.S. 783, 788-89 (1984) (holding that, for purposes of an

intentional tort claim, specific jurisdiction exists if the intentional act was expressly
aimed at the forum state and caused harm the defendant knew would be suffered in
the forum state).

Finally, Smith Bagley is not subject to general jurisdiction in Nevada

because its contacts with Nevada were neither continuous nor systematic. See



Shute v. Carnival Cruise Lines, 897 F.2d 377, 381 (9th Cir. 1990), rev’d on other

grounds, 499 U.S. 585 (1991) (holding that defendant could not be subjected to
general jurisdiction even though defendant advertised its services in the forum
state, conducted seminars in the forum state, and sold its services to forum
residents).

AFFIRMED.



